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Tukwila Planning Cominission

c/o Depattment of Community Development
6300 Southcenter Blvd,, #100

Tukivila, WA 98188

RE:  Shoreline Master Program Update
Desr Commissionets:

This letiér is Writteh oit behalf of all of the. undetsigned commessial and-industridl propetty owners
in the Gity of Tulewila. We are weiting jointly to-imptess on you ou deep conicern fegarding the
adverseimpacts of the Draft Shoreline Master: Progtara (“SMP”) on our properties and the City as 2
whiole. ‘This leitef identifies key:shated areas of concetn, This letter does not contdin an exhaustive
discussion of all issues fisedt by the SMP;: Inidivid ual'pmpétty ewners will provide firthes
information:specific to their propesties.and interests separately.

DPublic Patricipation

The last eppcrtunity for propetty owiier input te-the SMP amendment process was itx the year:2000.
Since then, the proposed amendroents {and applicabils Depastment of Heology (“DEE)
regulations) have changed drammiatically. Yet, the City has failed to reastablishi the ditteens advisory
combyittes that existed 4ix 2000 of fo. provide aty othel mechanism for meaningfil dialogue between
the-City and affected ptoperty owners. The Planning Commission should reconumetid that the: City
provide-opportunities for this dialogue, including the formation of # cifizeris advisoty committes,

Section 9.1 of the SMP, which addresses when the development standards of the SMP will applysis
vague #nd iticonsistentwith othe ""‘SMP provisions, Propeity owne§ candot fell fiohn this section
when the developnient standaids in the SMP will wpply. In addition; the standavds of TMC 1870
ate ieferenced but notincluded-in the SMP text; leading to-inconsistencies. and confusion. Finally,
sone of the. standasds:in Section.d.1 and TMC 18.70 sesultin the application of SMP.development
standards in-an pveyly broad and burdenspime manner. “The Plarining Gomimission should closely

ineSection 9.1 of the SMP-and TMC 18,70 and recommend revisions to these seetiony so that
tegited, consistent and dlédr. Tii addifion, manty of the “triggers” for SMP: applicability
ald be significantly revised of eliminated altogethel;, including the low threshold forapplication
ofthe SMP in the.case of: tenovation; the provision limiting teconsttuction in the case of
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destriiction, and the piévisions limiting retenanting of buildings that have been vacant for six
mionths (for nenconforming uses) or two years (for nonconforming structures).

3. Shosdline Buffess

Shoreline buffets for commercial qnd mdustﬂal ptopetties ate expanded t0 100 t0125 feet uniformly
pplied fo all propetties without any site specific analyms The SMP and appendices fail to provide
seieritific and technical - support for the City s-dpprosch (g, that: achicving a 251 siopc cverywhere

along the river is: m,eded) This approach s not needed to achieve “no net loss” of ecologu:al
functions necessaty to sustain:shoreline:natural resources. Rather, by imposing such a requirement
evet)nvhe:e the City appears to be tejing fo maxitnlze the opportunity to putsue fitte.restogation
prajects to iiprove scological fanctioning at tremendous cost to the ptoperty rights of private
_landowners The. Planmng Ca:mmssmn s‘hould zeeanunend elumnatlon of the “one sxze ﬁtv, a]l”

These ae 4 nustiber of developimeiit séandards, thit should be fevisifed duc to theit iffipact o
develbpment These inclade the landscapmg; site degign, ancd. hczght standaids, among others.

Citytax. revehue

g facilifies, loaditg dotks and service'areas be located on'the

The SMP’s reguitenment that parkin
landward side of the development 1s inconsistent with-fact that warehousing, distrdbution and similar
uses-are allowed in many $laces-in the shoteline ate-under the City’s SMP and Zonityg code. In many
places the foregoing requirement will veswlrin such facilides facing the public street, which.is both
aesthetica]ly and functional},y prablematlca ‘%unﬂar‘ly, thc 1equ1tement fhat blank wa]ls be: mrmded

nd

anj?\vhele whmh 1§~mébn31$tent w1t11 the typcS of uses ailewed under the Gzty 54 SMP and ZOMg
code. The Planning C,omxmssmn should recommend elimination of-these: requufements

shor\, f'area serves no apparent pu pase-;md would ]nndeL mhonal buﬂdug des,xgn for rnany

alltawable uses. Withy: pproptiate- landseaping, there is no reason why greatet heightshould not be
illowed —and, lndeed, m Ingny cdses gréatey ht;lght will serve importatit pubhc goals such 4%
lﬁctemmg geotiomic vitality:and allowlng ereative site design. Staff has indicated this requitement
serves to profect residential views; however, these views are from hypothetical future: residential
development, Furthetthore, the Clty hag ot conducted view stadies. showding that thete wauld be
anig-wiew blockage. Accordingly; the Planning Commission should recommend substantially revising
ot-elimiinating the 45-foot lieight limit.
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The SMP ealls for public-access to the shoreline and-along the shoreline without compensation to
‘private propetty owrlers whoseJand is used for this purpose. This-unfiitly places.the cost of public
access on private property ownets. The SMP does not take into account safety, security, lability and
inisurance burdens on private:propetty owners. The Planning Commission should recommend the
elitpination of itiandatoty pablic secess réquitenents.

0. Eco

The cutrent plan wonld:make-very fanctions] and valusble propesty in the City noti-conforming.
This.itpaits the value; marketability and insurability of the property. C}teaﬁng alarge area of non-
eonfomg iises will. encotiiage econornic staghiation and bﬁgh" ‘ina Jageand i Amportant:segmerit of
“Tukwila. “The Planning Comnission should not act without a full, Economic idpaet study

7. Role of City

The City has deferved unduly: to DOE. The Citysought and adopted DOE’s comments on the SMI
@including thogse.on bifls) Before releasing the draft SMP-for feview and comtsenit by Fukwila.
property ownets, The City had thie process backwards. ‘Thie Shoreline ManagementAct grants. the
City discretion.to.adopt regulations that take into-account the umqpe condifions and.cireumstances
of the City, The Planying Comsnission should cossider first the intetebts of these-who own
propexty; wortk and live i the Cly.

‘Thank you for yout consideration of these cotoments. Welook forward to worlking coopr,raﬂvely
with the City to develop a SMP that gives appropuiate consideration (o propetty oWt ntérests.

Sincerely,

THE UNDERSIGNED COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL STAKHOLDERS

ce: Tukavila. City Comeil
Mayiof Jim Haggerton
Jack Pace
Carol Lumb
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